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ABSTRACT

CAN MOTIVATION FACILITATE L1 ENGLISH-L2 SPANISH LEARNERS’
ACQUISITION OF L2 PHONOLOGY?

Marion Gibney-Desmaison, MA
Department of Foreign Languages and Literatures
Northern Illinois University, 2015
Karen Lichtman, Director

Phonology is one of the most difficult aspects of a second language (L2) for learners to
fully acquire, yet pronunciation of sounds that are similar across languages is rarely addressed
in L2 Spanish classes. If two sounds are very similar between two languages, they are actually
more difficult for learners to differentiate. How does learner motivation affect the acquisition
of L2 sounds that are similar to the first language (L1)?
The present study investigates the connection between student motivation toward
learning a foreign language and student L2 accent production. Ten L1 English-L2 Spanish
learners from two different (fourth- and fifth-semester) Spanish classes were recorded as they
read the paragraph and repeated the target-language vowels after the researcher. Participants
were picked from these two classes in order to use learners with similar levels of proficiency
but different levels of motivation. A simple Spanish paragraph was constructed using SpanishEnglish cognates found in a first-semester Spanish textbook, such that the target vowels
appeared in stressed syllables in Spanish and differed between the two languages (example:
family/familia [ˈfæm-ɪ-li] / [fa-ˈmi-li ̯a]).
Attitude/Motivation Test Battery.

Participants then completed a modified

The target vowels were segmented in Praat in order to identify the formants and
compare the size of the vowel space produced by high-motivation vs. low-motivation students.
Data analysis found that although there was not a significant difference in the levels of
motivation for each of the participant groups, reported motivation did present in the expected
direction. Acoustic analysis of participants’ L2 Spanish vowel productions found that highmotivation students correctly produced more tense vowels, as compared to low-motivation
students who produce more lax vowels. This analysis also revealed that vowels produced in
isolation were more target-like than those produced within the Spanish paragraph.
Results suggest that higher reported motivation is associated with a tenser, more targetlike production of L2 Spanish vowels. This pattern supports the idea that student motivation
facilitates the acquisition of the Spanish vowel system among native English speakers, and
addresses a gap in the relevant literature, which has not yet investigated the relationship
between learner motivation and the acquisition of L2 phonology.

RESUMEN

¿PUEDE LA MOTIVACIÓN FACILITAR LA ADQUISICIÓN DE LA FONOLOGÍA
DE UNA L2 PARA ESTUDIANTES CON EL INGLÉS
COMO L1 Y EL ESPAÑOL COMO L2?

Marion Gibney-Desmaison, MA
Departamento de Idiomas Extranjeras y de Literaturas
Universidad del Norte de Illinois, 2015
Karen Lichtman, Directora

La fonología es uno de los aspectos del aprendizaje de un idioma extranjero más difíciles
de adquirir completamente; sin embargo, la pronunciación de los sonidos del idioma extranjero
que se parecen a los del idioma nativo no es un tema que se aborda con mucha frecuencia en
las clases de español como segunda lengua. Si dos sonidos son muy parecidos entre dos
idiomas, es más difícil diferenciar estos sonidos. ¿Cómo afecta la motivación estudiantil a la
adquisición de los sonidos de una segunda lengua (L2) que se parecen a los sonidos de la lengua
materna (L1)?
Esta tesis investiga la conexión entre la motivación estudiantil hacia el aprendizaje de
una lengua extranjera y la producción de los acentos pronunciados por los estudiantes de la L2.
Se grabaron a diez hablantes nativos del inglés, matriculados en varias clases de español como
L2, mientras leyeron el párrafo español y repitieron las vocales objetivas del español tras la
investigadora. Los estudiantes venían de dos clases de español diferentes (del cuarto y quinto
semestre) con cinco estudiantes en cada grupo, para que los estudiantes tengan diferentes
niveles de motivación pero una competencia similar. Se construyó un párrafo simple, en

español, con cognados del español y del inglés, los cuales se sacaron de un libro de texto del
primer semestre de español como L2. Las vocales objetivos aparecían en posiciones estresadas
en las palabras españolas, pero emergían en otras posiciones dentro de las palabras del inglés
(por ejemplo: family/familia [ˈfæm-ɪ-li] / [fa-ˈmi-li ̯a]). Luego, los participantes completaron una
Attitude/Motivation Test Battery [Batería de pruebas de la actitud y la motivación] modificada.
Se segmentaron las vocales objetivos con el programa Praat para identificar los
formantes y comparar los tamaños de los espacios vocálicos producidos por los estudiantes de
alta y baja motivación. El análisis de datos reveló que aunque no había una diferencia
significativa entre los niveles de motivación de los dos grupos estudiantiles, los niveles de
motivación reportados por los estudiantes presentaron en la dirección esperada. El análisis
acústico de las producciones de las vocales españolas por los estudiantes hablantes nativos del
inglés reveló que los estudiantes con una mayor motivación produjeron las vocales objetivas de
la L2 más correctamente, comparados con las producciones de los estudiantes con menos
motivación, los cuales produjeron vocales menos tensas. Este análisis también descubrió que
las vocales producidas de una manera aislada fueron más próximas a la producción española
que las vocales producidas dentro del párrafo español.
Los resultados sugieren que los niveles de motivación más altos se asocian con una
producción más estirada y objetiva de las vocales en la L2. Este patrón apoya la creencia que la
motivación estudiantil facilita la adquisición del sistema de vocales españolas para los
estudiantes hablantes nativos del inglés. Asimismo, aborda la falta de datos dentro de la
literatura pertinente, la cual todavía no ha investigado la relación entra la motivación
estudiantil y la adquisición de la fonología de una L2.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Why is phonology the most challenging part of a second language (L2) for learners to
acquire? Language learners are able to understand, and master, other aspects of an L2 (such as
grammar, syntax, and vocabulary; Clahsen & Felser, 2006), yet they frequently struggle to
achieve a fully native-like production of the target language. Previous research has established
that adult learners rarely, if ever, fully master the phonological system of an L2 (e.g., BleyVroman, 1990; Bongaerts, Planken, & Schils, 1995; Patkowski, 1994; Scovel, 1988). However,
other studies (Stevens, 2000; 2011; Zybert, 1997) have found that adults can improve their
production of the L2 with proper instruction and/or a period of immersion in the target
language. These conflicting results leave the field of second language acquisition open to more
research investigating the acquisition of phonology, and may lead to more efficient methods of
instruction which could improve language learners’ ability to produce an L2 in a more nativelike manner.
Motivation is important for language learning (e.g., Gardner, 2007). Indeed, previous
research has suggested that adult learners need a certain level of motivation to acquire a new
language (Bley-Vroman, 1990). Additional studies have looked at the role motivation plays in
language acquisition, finding that it is a factor important to learner success (Gardner, 2007;
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Liao, 2006).

These studies have provided greater information to the field of language

acquisition about learners’ motivations for studying languages, as well as addressing the
different motivations that drive their study.
However, although many studies have investigated motivation and others have looked
at the acquisition of L2 phonology, no previous research has investigated the relationship
between these two fields of study. The current study seeks to examine the self-reported levels
of motivation from two participant groups and determine whether motivation positively
influences native English-speaking participants’ productions of the L2 Spanish target language.
The proposed hypothesis is that the more motivated group of participants will produce more
target-like L2 vowels in selected Spanish-English cognates. The results of the present study will
provide greater insight into the relationship between motivation and the acquisition of L2
Spanish phonology, which is applicable to the field of linguistics as well as to the field of
education, because of the sheer number of students studying Spanish (Flaherty, 2015).
In the chapters that follow, a review of the relevant literature in Chapter 2 will present
previous research, beginning with an overview of previous work in L2 phonology and narrowing
the scope to focus on research in L2 Spanish phonology, with previous work in motivation and
language acquisition also presented. Subsequently, Chapter 3 follows with a methodology
section describing the present study’s participants, methods, and data analysis. Next, I will
present the results of the data analysis in Chapter 4, followed by a discussion explaining the
results of the present study in Chapter 5. Finally, the conclusion presented in Chapter 6 will
bring together the significant results of the study, as well as its implications for language
learners and language instruction, and directions for future work.

Chapter 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction
The acquisition of second language (L2) phonology is challenging for learners (Flege &
Hillenbrand, 1984; Flege, 1987; Major, 2001; Zybert, 1997). They must distinguish between
new (L2) sounds and old (first language; L1) sounds and eventually produce the new L2 sounds.
These new sounds may contrast with the L1 sounds they have already become accustomed to,
and whose influence frequently emerges in their pronunciation of the L2 (Blankenship, 1991;
Flege, Frieda, & Nozawa, 1997; Lee & Park, 1999; Major, 2001; Zybert, 1997). Non-native
accents are common for learners of an L2 (Eisenstein, 1983; Flege, Munro, & MacKay, 1995;
Zybert, 1997). This chapter presents background information about past research in the areas
of L2 acquisition, L2 vowel acquisition, and language learner motivation, which have informed
the present study.
Second Language Acquisition
Many studies have looked at the many different aspects of learners’ acquisition of
second or additional languages. The different foci of these studies range from general L2
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acquisition, to non-native speakers’ foreign accents, to a more concentrated focus on the
acquisition of L2 phonology.
Age and L2 acquisition
In language acquisition, the acquisition of phonology is most susceptible to age effects.
In his 1990 article proposing that there is a fundamental difference between adult foreign
language learning and child foreign language learning, Bley-Vroman comments extensively
about adults’ abilities to acquire a foreign language fully. He proposes that the fundamental
difference between child and adult language learning is that adults and children use different
internal techniques to acquire language: children use universal grammar and domain-specific
learning procedures for language development, whereas adults have an understanding of their
L1 as well as general problem-solving skills, which they apply to foreign language acquisition
(Bley-Vroman, 1990, p. 14). Bley-Vroman claims that “complete success [in adult foreign
language learning] is extremely rare, or perhaps even non-existent, especially as regards
[learners’ foreign language] ‘accent’” (p. 6). Throughout the article, the author reiterates that
adult foreign language acquisition is almost always guaranteed to be a failure, concluding that
only very few adults can ever attain a level of foreign language acquisition which would render
them to be “nearly indistinguishable from native speakers” (Bley-Vroman, 1990, p. 44). As
evidence that there is little hope for fully successful adult foreign language learning, BleyVroman frequently cites the difficulties of attaining a native-like, or even near-native, accent in
the L2, due to the way adults, contrary to children, perceive and learn a foreign language.
Patkowski (1994) uses data from various articles about phonological acquisition to argue
that the acquisition of L2 phonology is ‘time sensitive’. By reviewing results from these studies,
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including Scovel (1988), Singleton (1989), Long (1990), and several studies by Flege, Patkowski
concludes that learners are unable to acquire an L2 fully after the onset of puberty. He states
that younger learners will always have an advantage over those who begin to learn a new
language later in life, supporting Oyama’s (1976, in Patkowski, 1994) results that the ideal time
for the acquisition of L2 phonology is from 18 months through puberty, after which complete
attainment of native-like L2 phonology is no longer possible.
L2 phonology
Bongaerts, Planken, and Schils (1995) remark that despite their typical inability to
acquire L2 phonology completely, adult learners can master every other aspect of an L2. The
authors conclude that this lack of complete L2 phonological acquisition among adult learners is
due to decreased brain plasticity, which results in adults’ inability to acquire the L2 phonology
after childhood. They also remark on the common view that children are more successful
language learners than are adults, for both phonology and other aspects of the L2. Bongaerts,
et al. (1995) further support data from Scovel (1988), who posits that because of the way the
human brain is wired, a critical period for language acquisition should only apply to phonology
and pronunciation. Despite Scovel’s belief that children tend to be better able to pronounce
new sounds than are adults, Bongaerts, et al. do concede that some adults occasionally succeed
at achieving a native-like pronunciation in their L2.
Flege, Munro, and MacKay (1995) seek to determine the earliest point at which foreign
accents first emerge in L2 speech, to discover the latest age of learning (AOL) of an L2 for which
an accent-free pronunciation of the L2 is possible, and to ascertain whether a critical period
affects everyone who learns an L2. L1-English listeners judged five English sentences spoken by
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L1 Italian-L2 English participants, and these ratings determined that as the participants’ AOL
increased, so did their degree of foreign accent. The L1 English listeners’ ratings found that the
youngest AOL to receive a foreign accent rating was 7.4 years old. Results show that as AOL
increases, lower percentages of participants are perceived to have no foreign accent: 61% of 48 year olds, 29% of 8-12 year olds, and 6% of L1 Italian participants with an AOL greater than 12
years old are perceived as having no foreign accent. All participants with an AOL greater than
16 years old are perceived as having a foreign accent. These findings also support Scovel’s
(1988) conclusion that after a certain age few, if any, learners will manage to speak an L2 with
no detectable foreign accent.
L2 phonological acquisition
Many studies, including Flege and Hillenbrand (1984), Flege (1987), Major (2001), and
Zybert (1997), have researched different aspects of the acquisition of L2 phonology. Vowels are
especially challenging for L2 learners to acquire, and many studies have found that the degree
of proximity between vowels of various languages plays an important role in the ease, or
difficulty, of L2 acquisition (Flege & Hillenbrand, 1984; Flege, 1987; Major, 2001). Each of these
studies has found that cognates – words that share similar or identical meanings and
pronunciations across languages – are challenging for L2 learners to acquire because of the
similar pronunciations of the words in each language. Flege (1987) finds that similar phones are
more difficult for language learners to acquire in an L2. This difficulty is due to the fact that
learners struggle to create new phonological categories for sounds that they perceive to be
equal (or nearly equal) to L1 sounds they already know.
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Zybert’s (1997) study argues that training L1 Polish-L2 English learners to pronounce the
L2 sounds properly requires their “developing automatic use of the familiar L1 sounds in new L2
phonetic contexts” (p. 105), an achievement that could be more obtainable as learners raised
their phonological awareness about sounds in the L1 and L2. Participants listened to a list of
words and decided if the words were Polish or English, they were recorded repeating several
English words, and they were recorded reading English words aloud from a list. Data analysis
confirms the proposed hypotheses, including that learners do not produce L2 sounds properly,
that learners could produce L2 sounds correctly when they received guidance, and that
conscious attention to the cross-linguistic similarities across languages improves learners’
perception and pronunciation significantly (p. 105). These results support the author’s claim
that “conscious work on articulatory difficulties can make the development of new [motor]
routines feasible” (p. 117), as well as supporting other research in L2 phonological acquisition
and the growing amount of research calling for increased phonological (and pronunciation)
instruction in language classrooms.
Cognates can be particularly difficult to acquire (Flege & Hillenbrand, 1984; Major,
2001). Flege and Hillenbrand (1984) find that L1 English-L2 French learners exhibited less
target-like productions for the French vowel [u] (which is similar to English) than for the French
rounded vowel [y], because the latter is not considered to be equivalent to any vowel found in
American English. The Similarity Differential Rate Hypothesis, which states that dissimilar
phenomena across languages are acquired at a faster rate than are similar phenomena, lends
additional support to other studies that have found the acquisition of similar sounds to be
difficult for adult language learners (Major & Kim, 1996, in Major, 2001). Major also comments
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further about phonological transfer in L2 acquisition, providing a list of different instances of
phonological transfer (influence) from Weinreich (1953). Weinreich (1953, in Major, 2001) lists
sound substitution, where a learner uses the nearest L1 phonological approximation for an L2
sound, and underdifferentiation, which learners use when the L2 contains phonological
distinctions that do not exist in the L1, as frequent instances of L1 phonological influence in the
production of an L2.
The studies mentioned above further agree with Schwegler, Kempff, and AmealGuerra’s (2010) conclusions that L1 English learners of L2 Spanish often have difficulty
producing the target-language vowels. The specific differences between Spanish and American
English vowels will be expanded further in the next section, but it is important to note that due
to the combination of lax and tense vowels found in American English, as compared to the five
tense vowels found in Spanish, it is not surprising that L1 English learners of L2 Spanish exhibit
phonological influences from the L1 English in their production of L2 Spanish vowels.
Differences in vowel inventories between languages are an important factor. Lee and
Park (1999) predicted that native speakers of Korean and Japanese, respectively, would
demonstrate different patterns of L2 vowel perception and production because of the varying
numbers of front vowels (four in Korean, three in Japanese, five in Australian English) in each of
the indicated languages.

L1 Korean and L1 Japanese participants with experienced and

inexperienced knowledge of the L2 were recorded repeating “heed, hid, head, had, hard” (p.
237). Vowel formant analysis finds that it was challenging for participants with L1 Japanese and
L1 Korean to produce an accurate pronunciation of the front vowels not found in their native
languages: L1 Japanese participants had trouble producing /i/ and /ɪ/, while L1 Korean were
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unable to produce /i/, /ɪ/, /ɛ/, and /æ/ authentically.

The authors conclude that the

participants’ respective native languages influenced their acquisition of L2 vowels, especially for
L2 vowels not occurring in the L1 sound system.
It is interesting that Lee and Park’s (1999) results indicate that participants had greater
difficulty producing the L2 vowels that were not found in their L1 sound system. This finding
differs from other research (Flege & Hillenbrand, 1984; Flege, 1987; Major, 2001) discussed
above, which have found that it is more challenging for L2 learners to acquire L2 sounds that
are similar to sounds from their L1.
It is clear from other language acquisition studies (Flege & Hillenbrand, 1984; Flege, et
al., 1997; Lee & Park, 1999; Major, 2001; Zybert, 1997) that adult learners tend to exhibit
phonological influence from their L1 as they learn the L2. Indeed, previous research supports
Clyne’s (1997) study examining language acquisition among bilinguals and trilinguals. Data
analysis finds that the bilingual and trilingual learners continued to use their L1 to support their
third or additional language speech production until they decided they had reached full
proficiency in the new language. This phenomenon is particularly likely to occur among adult
language learners at the university level who have a limited number of contact hours with the
target language. Similar findings of L1 phonological influence on the production of the L2 are
expected from the present study, as it is expected that the participants will use their L1 English
to support their acquisition of the L2 Spanish.
L2 pronunciation instruction
Phonology is one of the most difficult aspects of an L2 for learners to acquire fully (BleyVroman, 1990; Zybert, 1997); however, despite the challenge L2 phonology frequently poses to
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language learners, target-language pronunciation is rarely addressed in the language classroom
(Derwing & Munro, 2005; Hammond, 1990; Morin, 2007; Zybert, 1997). This lack of instruction
may contribute to the phonological challenges faced by L2 language learners, even at advanced
levels.
With the acquisition of an L2 or other non-native languages, it has been found that
[adult] learners who have been taught the specific grammatical differences between their
native language and the second or additional language attain a more complete understanding
of the minute dissimilarities across the languages, as compared to learners who have not been
exposed to this type of instruction (DeKeyser, 2005). A more concentrated instruction of the L2
is important not just for a target language’s phonology but also for broader aspects of the
language, and such an approach to language instruction is important in the formation of wellversed language learners.
While the fact that target-language pronunciation is rarely addressed in the foreign
language classroom is not presented as a criticism of the efforts put forth by language teachers,
several studies (Derwing & Munro, 2005; Eisenstein, 1983; Zybert, 1997) have suggested that
language instructors should receive further phonological and pronunciation training in the
target language in an attempt to make L2 phonological acquisition more manageable for
language learners. Without proper, or even adequate, instruction about the target-language
phonology and pronunciation, L2 learners are increasingly likely to fossilize their incorrect
assumptions and/or productions in the target language (Zybert, 1997).
Both Zybert (1997) and DeKeyser (2005) list fossilization of the interlanguage as one of
the many challenges common in adult second language acquisition. Interlanguage is the
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grammatical system language learners develop based on old L1 and new L2 linguistic
information (Gass & Selinker, 1992; Selinker, 1972). Zybert (1997) notes that fossilization of an
interlanguage can be overcome with teacher intervention. Fossilization is a hindrance to
learners as they attempt to acquire the L2 phonology fully, since they have already internalized
the vowel sounds relying on their L1 as a permanent pronunciation of the L2.
Zybert (1997) finds that language learners could improve their L2 pronunciation with
proper training. His investigation reveals that with proper phonological training, learners are
able to change the way they think about learning a new language and achieve a more authentic
L2 pronunciation. However, Zybert notes that this improvement in learners’ production of L2
phonology is unlikely to occur without proper phonological instruction in the classroom.
Zybert’s (1997) study will be discussed further in the section that examines L2 phonological
acquisition.
In sum, research suggests that increased phonological training for language teachers
could benefit both instructors and language learners.
Spanish and English vowels
Considering that different languages use different vowels in their sound systems, it can
be challenging for learners to differentiate between them or learn to produce new vowel
sounds. If two sounds are very similar between two languages, they may actually be more
difficult for learners to differentiate, which presents a challenge in the acquisition of the similar
sounds (Flege & Hillenbrand, 1984; Flege, 1987; Major, 2001; Weinreich, 1953, in Major, 2001;
Zybert, 1997). This known difficulty in L2 phonological acquisition is likely to pose a problem
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with L1 English learners of L2 Spanish, given that English has many more vowels than Spanish,
and given that English uses a combination of tense vowels (like Spanish) and lax vowels.
While both Spanish and English have five letters that represent vowels (A, E, I, O, U), in
Spanish, these letters represent five phonemes, but in English they represent 12 or more
phonemes. The Spanish language has five vowel phonemes (/a, e, i, o, u/) that correspond
closely to the orthography (Schwegler, Kempff, & Ameal-Guerra, 2010; Stevens, 2011). While
Spanish vowels are tenser, the typical vowels used in American English are more lax, and one
would expect influence from the English L1 to result in a more lax pronunciation of the L2
Spanish vowels (Schwegler, et al., 2010), especially because the selected words in the present
study are Spanish-English cognates.
For example, the English word “music” and the Spanish word “música” are cognates that
look alike and share a definition; however, the /u/ in the first syllable is pronounced quite
differently depending on the language. In Spanish, the /u/ is much tenser, resulting in a [u]
pronunciation, whereas in English, it is a diphthong with a semi-vowel next to a strong vowel,
resulting in a [ʝu] or [i ̯u] pronunciation. Additionally, English has many allophones of different
phonemes depending on stress and word position, while Spanish tends to accept one
pronunciation per vowel, regardless of the vowel’s stress or position within a word. English
also has vowel reduction in unstressed syllables, which does not exist in Spanish. Vowel
reduction in English frequently employs the schwa [ə] (Major, 2001); an example of this vowel
reduction would be the pronunciation of the Spanish word casa ([ˈka-sa]) [house] by a native
Spanish speaker and by a native English speaker. A native Spanish speaker will maintain the [a]
phoneme in each syllable, while an L1 English speaker tends to reduce the final /a/ to a schwa,
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resulting in the pronunciation [ˈka-sə]. (Stevens (2011) provides an excellent description of
tense vs. lax vowels in Spanish and English.)
Spanish is also a very transparent language when it comes to orthography (Cuetos &
Suárez-Coalla, 2009), but English is not as transparent. For example, in English, the word
jeopardy is pronounced [ˈdʒɛ-pər-di], but its spelling does not reflect this pronunciation.
Cuetos & Suárez-Coalla (2009) explain transparent and non-transparent languages in terms of
orthography: a transparent language keeps static pronunciations of all the letters regardless of
their position within a word, whereas a non-transparent language exhibits much more variation
in pronunciation because of letters’ abilities to sound different depending on their intra-word
position.
For example, the English word “fish” presents the “i” as [ɪ], but in other words, such as
“kite,” the “i” makes the [aɪ] sound. Because participants in the present study are learning an
orthographically transparent language, the target pronunciation would be to pronounce each of
the vowels in selected words identically, regardless of the vowels’ positions within the different
cognates. However, due to the strong likelihood of L1 influence in the L2, it is unlikely that
participants will produce identical vowels in each of the selected cognates. This suggests that
even though learners may be reading the L2 Spanish out loud, they will have more difficulty
pronouncing the target-language words authentically due to the influence of English.
Motivation
Instrumental and integrative motivation
Gardner (2001) declares that “motivation is a complex concept” (p. 6). The two main
types of motivation that are frequently studied are instrumental motivation and integrative
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motivation. Instrumental motivation indicates one’s motivation for practical reasons, such as
earning more money at work. Integrative motivation indicates a motivation stemming from
more personal reasons, such as wanting to be able to communicate with speakers of another
language or a desire to understand a new culture.
An example of an item probing instrumental motivation from the motivation
questionnaire administered to participants in the present study is Studying Spanish is important
for me because I’ll need it in my future career, for which a strong agreement indicates an
increased motivation to learn the L2 (Spanish) because it will benefit them in their careers.
Masgoret and Gardner (2003) indicate that instrumental motivation indicates one’s “pragmatic
reasons for study” (p. 126).
On the contrary, participants demonstrating agreement with an integrative motivation
item, such as Studying Spanish is important for me because it will enable me to better
understand and appreciate Hispanic art and literature, will indicate that higher motivation to
learn the language for cultural reasons, such as appreciating the target-language culture. These
reasons suggest learners’ desire to be involved in interactions within the target-language
community (Masgoret & Gardner, 2003).
Although the present study was not designed to differentiate between the two common
types of motivation, instrumental and integrative motivation items appeared as various items in
the modified Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (Gardner, 2004) administered to participants.
Motivation and L2 acquisition
Bley-Vroman (1990) discusses the necessity for adults to have a certain level of
motivation if they are to learn a foreign language. He notes that adult foreign language
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acquisition relies heavily on affective factors, such as “personality, socialization, motivation,
and attitude,” concluding that “such factors are essential to language learning” (p. 12).
Additional studies, discussed below, have continued to support the assertion that motivation is
important for a strong acquisition of a foreign language in adulthood.
Hernández (2005), in a study investigating the role of different motivations in predicting
L2 achievement, examines whether three distinct motivations (integrative motivation,
instrumental motivation, and foreign language requirement) existed among fourth-semester
Spanish students. He additionally investigates whether the three types of motivation could
predict the strength of students’ motivation, if the different motivation types could predict
language achievement, and whether the different types of motivation could predict students’
desire to continue to study the L2 beyond the graduation requirement.

By analyzing a

motivation questionnaire and a simulated Oral Proficiency Interview (OPI), as well as accessing
participants’ final exam and course grades, the author finds that integrative motivation was the
strongest predictor of the students’ language achievement.
Lahuerta Martínez (2003) investigates the effect of motivation, interest in foreign
affairs, and perceived exposure to authentic L2 materials on learner L2 competence and
reading comprehension. In three sessions, first-year university students studying English as a
foreign language in an ‘English for Chemistry’ class completed different questionnaires,
completed an English proficiency test, and read two passages followed by comprehension
questions. Results indicate that students who put forth more effort in learning the L2 tended to
have lower competence and reading comprehension abilities, but the researcher suggests that
this trend may be due to the fact that students who are more familiar with the L2 put forth less
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effort because they are already familiar with the target language. These findings differ from
those of other studies, which have found that more motivated students exhibit greater success
in the L2. However, the author suggests that due to the nature of the class (‘English for
Chemistry’), the participants likely deemed English to be unimportant for their field of study.
This observation lends itself to the present study, where participants in the fourth-semester
FLSP 202 class are likely enrolled in the course to complete a general education requirement,
and therefore may have already decided that learning Spanish is unimportant for their own
fields of study.
In 1977, Clément, Gardner, and Smythe looked at L1 French-L2 English learners’
motivational characteristics for learning an L2. The study considers 38 independent variables to
determine the participants’ motivation for learning English as an L2, as Québec is in close
contact with many English-speaking communities.

Participants completed a Likert-scale

questionnaire and the accompanying sections in the battery.

Results suggest that the

relationships between the 4 factors under analysis (Integrative Motive, Self-Confidence with
English, Academic Achievement, and Alienation) were relevant to the motivational variables
found in L2 acquisition. Further analysis reveals that while L2 proficiency appeared to be
related to academic achievement, there was also a strong motivational component. The
authors conclude that L2 achievement is associated with motivation, as well as ability, and their
study provides additional support for the importance of motivation in L2 acquisition.
Motivation and language acquisition
Gardner (2007) presents results from a study examining the relationship between
motivation and language learning for Spanish students learning English as a foreign language.
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The study considers six individual difference variables (Integrativeness, Attitudes toward the
Learning Situation, Motivation, Language Anxiety, Instrumental Orientation, and Parental
Encouragement), and while all of these variables provided a great deal of insight for language
learning research, the present study is most interested in the motivation result, with regard to
language learners’ foreign language achievement. Motivation was most highly correlated with
participants’ course grade, indicating that more highly motivated students earned higher grades
in their English classes. The model presented in the study additionally indicates that motivation
had a positive influence on the students’ English grades, and that the students’ attitudes
toward the learning situation and parental encouragement had a positive influence on
motivation. Language anxiety is found to have a negative influence on both English grades and
motivation, and the author concluded that the intensity of one’s motivation is important for
language learning. Considering these results, it would be logical to expect that more motivated
students in the present study could display a more authentic and target-like pronunciation of
the L2 Spanish vowels.
Liao (2006) also shows that motivation improves language learning, investigating an
English as a foreign language class in Taiwan. Participants assigned to the cooperative learning
experimental group exhibited higher grammatical achievement than did participants assigned
to the whole-class instruction control group. The author concludes that the participants’
improved L2 achievement was influenced by the group’s higher levels of motivation. These
results indicate that motivation can have a positive influence on target-language grammatical
achievement.
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Methodologies previously used in L2 research
Phonology procedures
There have been many previous studies that have looked at the acquisition of L2
phonology, using a variety of methodologies. The methodology used by Stevens (2011) most
strongly informs the vowel production tasks and data analysis in the present study. Other
studies (Blankenship, 1991; Morrison, 2009; Simões, 1996; Vokic, 2010) have employed similar
methodologies in their investigations of the acquisition of L2 phonology.
The methodology used in to investigate L2 acquisition in the present study has
previously been employed by Stevens (2011), in a study investigating vowel duration with
regard to different contexts of learning (at-home versus study abroad) for L1 English learners of
Spanish as an L2. The researcher administered a language background questionnaire, obtained
information about the learners’ L1 and contact with other languages, and recorded participants
as they read Spanish sentences. Results showed that study abroad learners were able to
improve their production of the target-language vowels after a four-week study abroad
program in Spain. Stevens concludes that intense exposure to native speakers of the target
language, as well as increased opportunities for learners to use the L2, contributed to the
decreased vowel duration in the production of L2 Spanish vowels; however, despite the study
abroad group’s improvements, results show that both participant groups still produced vowels
with a longer duration that did native Spanish speakers.
Another study that looked at the L1 and L2 vowels was Blankenship’s (1991)
investigation of novel and non-novel vowel perception with English and Spanish vowels.
Monolingual Spanish and bilingual Spanish-English participants listened to stimuli in Spanish
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(“piso, peso, paso”), and English (“read, rid, raid, red, rad, rod”) and Spanish, respectively, while
recording what they heard on a response sheet in order to assess their ability to distinguish
between varying formant values selected to represent different vowels (Blankenship, 1999, p.
45). Participants had to differentiate among the various stimulus vowels using information
from the first two formants (F1 and F2). Results indicate that bilinguals had more difficulty
choosing between two vowels (/e/ and /i/) than did monolingual Spanish speakers, and
expressed that there was “some evidence that L2 acquisition can change L1 production and
perception” (Blankenship, 1991, p. 55). The investigation concludes that participants who had
acquired the L2 after childhood exhibited similar vowel maps for both languages. These results
agree with other investigations (Flege & Hillenbrand, 1984; Flege, 1987; Major, 2001) that have
found the influence of a learner’s L1 on their acquisition of an L2.
Morrison (2009) investigates native Spanish-speaking learners’ acquisition of English /ɪ/
and /i/. His participants completed language background questionnaires and read both real
and artificial words created (or selected) to elicit the target sounds. Results suggest that early
learners were less likely to have the ability to differentiate between similar-sounding vowels in
both languages than in their native language.
Vokic (2010) recorded L1 English-L2 Spanish participants as they read specially-selected
Spanish words that contained the target phones under investigation. A spectrographic analysis
was later completed with Praat (Boersma & Weenink, 2015), a software program for
phonological analysis. Although data analysis does not find statistically significant results with
regard to the allophones under investigation, results found that participants exhibited influence
from their L1 English when producing the L2 Spanish.
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Simões’ (1996) participants were interviewed with a process similar to the American
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) OPI before and after completing a fiveweek study abroad program in Costa Rica. Although none of the five participants improved to
the next OPI level, they exhibited improved overall Spanish pronunciation, including speech
fluency, upon return from Costa Rica, despite demonstrating continued influence from the L1
English, especially through intonation.

Each of these studies recorded participants and

analyzed an aspect of phonological acquisition in the L2, although none of them investigated
the acquisition of L2 vowels.
Motivation procedures
Previous studies investigating learner motivation have employed methodologies that
have informed the present study. Gardner (1975) and Kissau, Kolano, & Wang (2010) have both
investigated motivation previously, as has Gardner (2001; 2007) and Masgoret and Gardner
(2003), which have been explained above.
Kissau, Kolano, & Wang (2010) administered a motivation questionnaire based on the
Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB; Gardner, Clément, Smythe, & Smythe, 1979) to high
school participants in their study to obtain information about their gender and motivation for
learning a foreign language. Results find that the high school participants tended to be quite
motivated to study L2 Spanish, demonstrating “exemplary use” of the highest motivation rating
on a seven-point Likert-scale questionnaire (p. 713).
Gardner (1975) investigates the role of motivation with regard to L2 acquisition. This
study finds that motivation does affect L2 language achievement for learners. The author notes
that motivation is complex, as are the methods used to measure it, and it is comprised of the
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various attitudes toward language learning that each student possesses. Gardner adds that for
L2 learners, motivation to learn the language extends beyond the classroom, encompassing the
target culture, native speakers of the language, and those considered to be marginalized within
the language community.

Conclusions drawn by this article from Gardner also support

Masgoret and Gardner’s (2003) statement that motivation is highly correlated with language
achievement in an L2. Because these studies focused on learner achievement with regard to
motivation, they provide further support for the importance of the role of motivation in
language learning, but the focus of these studies highlights the fact that motivation has not yet
been studied as it is related to the phonological acquisition of an L2.
Research questions and predictions
While many studies have looked at motivation and the acquisition of L2 morphosyntax,
studies have not previously looked at motivation and the acquisition of L2 phonology. This
study will provide more information about the acquisition of L2 phonology, especially with L2
vowels, as it relates to learner motivation toward language learning.

How does learner

motivation affect the acquisition of L2 sounds that are similar to the L1? Do more motivated
learners produce tenser, more target-like L2 vowels? Additionally, participants will discuss
previous phonological or pronunciation training, if any, which will aid in determining whether
previous instruction causes a more authentic production of the target-language vowels. Have
participants received any pronunciation or phonological instruction in their Spanish classes, and
if so, is that previous instruction associated with an improvement in their production of the
target-language vowels?
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The present study looks at participants in two groups, in order to find differing levels of
motivation. It predicts that the participants enrolled in the fifth-semester Spanish course will
report a higher level of motivation than their fourth-semester counterparts. This prediction is
based on the idea that students enrolled in this course have a stronger desire to study Spanish
as an L2 because the fifth-semester course is not a general education requirement, unlike the
fourth-semester class, which is required for a Bachelor of Arts degree.
Following the first prediction, then, the present study expects to find that more
motivated participants will produce tenser, more target-like L2 Spanish vowels. This finding is
expected because more motivated participants will exhibit an increased interest in studying the
language.
In addition to more motivated participants producing more target-like L2 Spanish
vowels, it is predicted that participants will produce the L2 vowels they read within the Spanish
paragraph with greater influence from the L1 English than the vowels in isolation. This is an
expected result because participants will not have been told the present study’s focus on vowel
production, and they will need to focus their attention on reading the Spanish text. However,
when participants are asked to repeat the vowels in isolation, it is anticipated that they will
produce these more accurately because it will be the only task on which they will be asked to
focus.

Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY

Research Questions
Very few studies have looked at the relationship between learner motivation and the
acquisition of L2 phonology. The present study will provide more information about the
acquisition of L2 phonology, especially with vowels, as it relates to learner motivation toward
language learning.
1. Are participants in the fifth-semester Spanish class more motivated than the
participants in the fourth-semester course?
2. How does learner motivation affect the acquisition of L2 sounds that are similar to
the first language (L1)?
a. Do more motivated learners produce tenser (more target-like) L2 vowels?
3. Have participants received any pronunciation or phonological instruction in their
Spanish classes?
a. If so, does that previous instruction result in a more target-like production of
the L2 Spanish vowels?
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Participants
Participants for the present study were recruited from Spanish classes at a large,
Midwestern, state university. Five male and five female participants, between 19 and 31 years
old (mean = 22.7 years old) participated. Each of the participants was enrolled in one of two
Spanish classes at the university. Five participants (3 males, 2 females) were enrolled in the
lower-level, fourth-semester class, Intermediate Spanish II (FLSP 202), and five participants (2
males, 3 females) were enrolled in the upper-level, fifth-semester class, Intermediate Spanish
Conversation (FLSP 211). The fourth-semester class, FLSP 202, was the last required class for
students taking Spanish as a general education requirement as part of a Bachelor of Arts
degree. The fifth-semester class, FLSP 211, was the first non-general education Spanish class,
as well as the first Spanish class in the sequence for a major or minor in the language. The five
participants who were enrolled in the fourth-semester Spanish class were not enrolled in any
other Spanish classes during the semester when data was collected. Of the five participants
enrolled in the fourth-semester class, four participants were only enrolled in that class and one
participant was simultaneously enrolled in fifth-semester FLSP 211, FLSP 301 (Advanced Spanish
Grammar), and FLSP 320 (Intensive Reading and Introduction to Literary Analysis).

The

participants’ fourth- and fifth-semester Spanish classes were chosen for the present study
because of the learners’ likely similar levels of experience with the target language (four and
five semesters, respectively), but the likely dissimilar levels of motivation, due to the fifthsemester Spanish class not being a requirement for a Bachelor of Arts degree.
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Table 1
Participant information
Participant

Age

Age of acquisition

Participant 1
Participant 2
Participant 3
Participant 4
Participant 5
Participant 6
Participant 7
Participant 8
Participant 9
Participant 10

20
22
21
31
21
30
23
19
20
20

8
Not reported
Not reported
15
Not reported
16
Not reported
Not reported
Not reported
14

Motivation

113
95
116
121
143
119
80
129
127
107

Prior instruction

No
No
No
Maybe
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Maybe

Table 1. Participants’ background information. A compilation of relevant information about each of the participants, provided
when applicable.

According to the language background questionnaire administered to each of the
participants, all of them reported speaking English as an L1 and had not been exposed to any
other foreign languages apart from their learning Spanish as an L2. All of the participants
reported having lived in the United States from birth. None of the participants’ parents spoke
Spanish, either as an L1 or at any other level.
Each of the participants in the present study was in a different major. Participants
enrolled in the fourth-semester class, FLSP 202, reported majors in Psychology, Political
Science, History, Elementary Education with a Spanish minor, and English with an undecided
minor. Participants from the fifth-semester class, FLSP 211, reported their fields of study as
follows: a Spanish major with a Latin American Studies minor, a Spanish and Math double
major, an Acting major with a minor in Spanish, a Corporate Communication major with a
minor in Spanish, and a Communications major with a double minor in Spanish and Psychology.
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According to this information, only two (20%) of the ten participants were Spanish majors.
Another four (40%) indicated that they were completing a Spanish minor.
One of the five participants in the fourth-semester Spanish class, FLSP 202, reported he
was not going to continue taking Spanish after finishing the general education requirement.
Two of the five participants in the lower-level class reported they would be taking Spanish past
the general education requirement, and two others indicated that they were unsure whether or
not they would continue on with the language.
Procedure
By using the same methodologies and procedures (administering a questionnaire and
recording participants reading in the target language) as previous phonological studies to
analyze learners’ speech in a second or additional language (Blankenship, 1991; Morrison,
2009; Simões, 1996; Stevens, 2011), the present study seeks to expand research in the field of
second language acquisition and phonology with an established experimental framework. The
findings of the present study will also provide a greater understanding of accent production in
second language acquisition as it relates to learner motivation.
Prior to starting the recorder for data collection, each participant read and signed a
consent form informing him or her about the risks (none greater than the risks of everyday life)
and benefits (gaining knowledge about Spanish pronunciation) associated with the present
study. Each participant was informed that they could choose not to continue at any point,
without repercussions. Some of the participants posed questions about what specifically the
study was investigating, or what the researcher was hoping to find, but they were not informed
about the research questions or specifics of the study until after they finished with the whole
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procedure, at which time they were given a debriefing form. The debriefing form explicitly
stipulated that participants were not to discuss the procedure or the information presented in
the debriefing form until after data collection with every participant had finished. This was to
ensure that participants did not discuss the study with their classmates, as they were also
potential participants for the study. Participants were offered pieces of candy as compensation
for their participation.
Audio recordings
Participants were asked to read a paragraph written in Spanish. The paragraph was
constructed using Spanish-English cognates that appeared in the vocabulary lists found in a first
semester Spanish textbook. The target words can be found in Table 2. The selected cognates
featured the target-language vowels in stressed syllables (in Spanish), and these vowels were
selected due to a difference in pronunciation between the two languages. For example, the
English word “family” and the Spanish word “familia” are cognates, but their pronunciations are
different. In English, the sound spelled with the letter /i/ in the second syllable is pronounced
[ɪ], but the sound in the second syllable of the Spanish word is pronounced [i].
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Table 2
List of target Spanish-English cognates
Target word
/a/
mapa
clase
matemáticas
cubano
básico

English translation
/æ, ə, eɪ/
map
class
mathematics
Cuban
basic

/e/
inteligente
médica
febrero
semestre
teléfono

/ɛ, ə/
intelligent
medic (doctor)
February
semester
telephone

/i/
dentista
activo
familia
turistas
favorita

/ɪ, ə/
dentist
active
family
tourists
favorite

/o/
laboratorio
agosto
historia
famosa
profesor

/ɔ, ʌ, ə/
laboratory
August
history
famous
professor

/u/
común
mucha
música
literatura
cultura

/ʌ, ə, ʝu/
common
much (a lot)
music
literature
culture

Table 2. L2 Spanish words are grouped by target vowel, with an English translation provided. Target vowels are underlined in
both Spanish and English. The vowels appear in stressed position in the Spanish words, but not necessarily in the English
words; however, the pronunciation is always different in the two languages.
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Motivation questionnaire and language background form
After reading the Spanish paragraph twice, participants then repeated the targetlanguage vowel sounds ([a], [e], [i], [o], [u]) as modeled by the researcher. This served as a
baseline for each participant’s target-language vowels because it allows for a comparison
between their pronunciations of the selected vowels as read in the Spanish paragraph and their
pronunciations of the vowels when isolated from regular speech or reading.
The last task the participants completed was a questionnaire. The questionnaire elicited
information about the participants’ demographics and language backgrounds, followed by a
modified Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (Gardner, 2004). The motivation questionnaire
consisted of 44 4-point (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree) Likertscale questions regarding the participants’ levels of motivation toward learning Spanish as an
L2; for example, I think that learning Spanish is boring and I wish I could read newspapers and
magazines in another language. The Likert-scale breakdown was presented at the top of each
page in the questionnaire. After the participants had completed the questionnaire, they were
asked if they had ever explicitly been taught about Spanish pronunciation (or phonology) in any
of their Spanish classes.
Previous Pronunciation Instruction
After completing the modified motivation questionnaire, participants were asked about
any previous Spanish pronunciation instruction they had received. This sort of instruction
included any previous exposure to the target-language vowels, consonants, or a professor’s
general in-class corrections. Participants were also encouraged to mention any pronunciation
instruction they might have received prior to starting university-level classes, if that was
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applicable for them. Many participants mentioned professors’ correcting written grammar
during this section, making it unclear if they realized that there is a difference between written
grammar and spoken pronunciation.
Language use and proximity questions
After the initial meeting with participants, each of them was contacted by the
researcher to provide feedback about their language use and their thoughts about the
proximity between the two languages in question. Participants were asked three questions:
How old were you when you started to learn Spanish?, How closely related do you find English
and Spanish to be (1 = very far; 2 = far; 3 = close; 4 = very close)?, and Please describe any use of
Spanish outside the classroom. Participants provided thorough answers to the three follow-up
questions, which allowed for further insight into their attitudes and motivations for studying
Spanish as an L2.
Data Analysis
Speech samples
Each of the ten recorded speech samples was examined in Praat (Boersma & Weenink,
2015) a software program for phonological speech analysis, for data analysis. Each participant’s
speech sample yielded 60 tokens: 50 tokens (5 vowels x 5 words presented per vowel x 2
repetitions) from the two readings of the constructed paragraph and 10 (5 vowels x 2
repetitions) tokens from the repetition of isolated vowels. With ten participants, the present
study collected 600 (60 tokens per participant x 10 participants) total vowel tokens.
The target-language vowels from the selected cognates in the paragraph and the
isolated vowels at the end of the recording were tagged in Praat. A subset of the tagged vowels
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was checked by a second coder for accuracy. If participants initially struggled to pronounce a
word with a target vowel but corrected themselves, the target vowel was tagged in the
corrected pronunciation; however, if participants failed to pronounce the target vowel correctly
(for example, producing /ʌ/ instead of /o/ in the word agosto (August)), the target Spanish
vowel was tagged in the place where it should have appeared.
After all of the vowel tokens had been tagged and verified in Praat, a script was used to
extract the formant values from the center of each tagged vowel. The script provided formant
values for the F1 and F2. Formants are the “concentration of acoustic energy at a certain
frequency range,” and the position of the F1 and F2 can be used to differentiate between the
five Spanish vowels (Hualde, 2005). These data were combined in an Excel spreadsheet and
used to generate vowel charts, plotting F1, in Hertz, along the y-axis and F2, in Hertz, along the
x-axis. Data analysis in the present study focused on the mean values for the first two formants
(F1 and F2, seen below in Figure 1), because of its focus on vowel production.

Figure 1. Spectrograph of analyzed speech sample. Above is a spectrograph of part of the Spanish paragraph read by
participants. The tagged vowels are seen labeled between the vertical blue lines. In the bottom half of the
spectrograph, the red lines and dots are the formants.
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As was mentioned above, the last ten vowels served as a baseline for each participant’s
pronunciation of the vowels as isolated from other words. These vowels were plotted on vowel
charts to determine each participant’s individual Spanish vowel baseline, where the F1 axis
ranged from 250 Hertz to 600 Hertz and the F2 axis ranged from 1,000 Hertz to 3,000 Hertz.
Figure 2 provides an example vowel chart for the ideal placement of Spanish vowels, while
Figure 3 depicts the English vowels, showing a contrast between the tense Spanish vowels and
the combination of lax and tense English vowels. Although not present in Figure 3, the schwa

F1 (Hertz)

([ə]), frequently found in spoken English, would be placed in the very center of the vowel space.

250
300
350
400
450
500
550
600

i
u
e

o

a
2000

1500
F2 (Hertz)

1000

Figure 2. Sample Spanish vowel triangle. This vowel chart depicts the average vowel formants as spoken by a native
Colombian professor of Hispanic Literature. This example provides an accurate display of how the vowel triangle should
look for Spanish vowels: the /a/ is a low central vowel; /e/ and /o/ appear as front mid and back mid vowels,
respectively; and /i/ and /u/ appear in the upper corners, indicating they are high front and high back vowels,
respectively.
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Figure 3. Sample English vowel triangle. The lax vowels in English (ɪ, ɛ, æ, ʌ, ɑ, and ə (not pictured)) are closer to the
center of the vowel space than the tense vowels found in the Spanish vowel space. (Goldstein, 2014).

Pivot tables were created for each data set to identify the mean formant values for each
of the five vowels. These values were entered into a spreadsheet comparing each participant’s
isolated baseline vowels to their vowels as produced when embedded within written words
they read aloud from the paragraphs. These new, concise data provided the data points for
four new vowel charts. These four charts provided visual representation of each participant’s
average baseline vowels, the mean of all participants’ baseline vowels, each participant’s
average vowel values, and all participants’ mean vowel values.
In order to allow for the combination of both male and female participants’ formant
values, all F1 and F2 formant values for each of the 600 vowel tokens were converted to Zscores for each participant separately. Z-scores (see example distribution in Figure 4) are the
number of standard deviations away from the mean a certain value falls; for this study, the
mean was the average of the formant values. Higher formant values result in positive Z-scores,
whereas lower formant values result in negative Z-scores. The Z-scores were then plotted in a
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vowel chart to determine the size of the vowel triangles produced by the participants. Vowel
charts were created for Z-scores averaged across all participants’ paragraph readings and
vowels produced in isolation, as well as individual participants’ Z-score vowel averages. Vowel
triangle size was found using this data, where the Euclidean distance from the center point (0,0;
the mean F1 and F2 values) to each vowel (from the paragraph readings and the vowels
produced in isolation) was calculated. The sum of these distances resulted in the size of the
vowel triangle for the paragraph readings as well as the vowels produced in isolation.

Figure 4. Sample Z-score distribution. This is a sample distribution of Z-score, which all fall within a certain number of
standard deviations from the mean (0). (Chubb & Simpson, 2012).

Motivation questionnaire and language background form
For the motivation questionnaire, items were calculated separately in a different
spreadsheet. Each participant’s answers were recorded in the chart and scored accordingly.
Certain items were phrased in a way that required them to be reverse-scored (e.g.: I hate
Spanish) in order for them to reflect participants’ motivation accurately. For these items, each
1 (strongly disagree) was changed to a 4 (strongly agree), each 2 (disagree) was changed to a 3
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(agree), each 3 resulted in a 4, and every 4 was calculated as a 1. Each item, whether or not it
was subject to reverse-grading, was scored by the number allotted to it by participants. All
items had the same weight. The highest possible score per item was 4 points (indicating high
motivation), while the lowest possible score (indicating low motivation) was a 1.
Initially, the motivation questionnaire consisted of 44 Likert-scale questions and a
language background form; however, the final number of analyzed Likert-scale items was
reduced to 38 items after it was discovered that six of the items were not directly related to
learner motivation (e.g.: I get nervous and/or confused when I am speaking Spanish in my
Spanish class). Given the new, reduced number of Likert-scale items on the questionnaire, and
taking the reverse-scored items into account, the highest possible score on the motivation
questionnaire was 152 points (sum of calculating 4 points per item x 38 items). Participant’s
individual totals were calculated to give each of them a ‘total motivation score.’
Previous pronunciation instruction
Participants were asked if they had ever received prior pronunciation instruction in
Spanish, at any course level. Their answers were recorded and later used to determine
whether or not the participants who reported receiving prior instruction produced more
authentic L2 vowel productions than those who had never been instructed about Spanish
pronunciation. Participants’ vowel triangle sizes were compared for both vowel production
tasks.

Chapter 4

RESULTS

Motivation Results
For each participant group, individual motivation scores were calculated according to
the answers provided on the motivation questionnaire. There was a total of 152 points
possible. Descriptively, the fifth-semester FLSP 211 course reported higher motivation (mean =
123.8 points; SD = 14.2) than the fourth-semester FLSP 202 course (mean = 106.2 points; SD =
18); however, these results were not significant. An ANOVA with group (FLSP 202, FLSP211) as
a between-subjects variable, and question as a within-subjects variable, revealed that there
was not a significant main effect for group, F(1, 8) = 2.96, p = .12. However, it should be noted
that these results did present in the expected direction. These results are presented in Figure
5. It is expected that a replication study including a greater number of participants per group
find a significant difference in the levels of motivation between the fourth- and fifth-semester
groups.
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Figure 5. Reported motivation among participant groups. This chart shows the total motivation scores for each participant
group. The FLSP 211 participants reported an average motivation of 123.8 points, while the FLSP 202 participants reported an
average motivation of 106.2 points.

Despite the non-statistically significant results for the levels of motivation between the
two participant groups, post-hoc tests revealed there were a few individual items from the
motivation questionnaire that did show significant differences between the participant groups.
Three items presented significantly different results, while four items presented marginally
significant results. These items appear in Tables 3 and 4, respectively.
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Table 3
Questionnaire items with significant differences
Items indicating a significant difference
Studying Spanish is important for me because I will be able to
participate more freely in the activities of other cultural groups

p-value
p = 0.009

Studying Spanish is important for me because it will allow me
to meet and converse with more people

p = 0.013

When I have a problem understanding something we are
learning in class, I immediately ask the teacher for help

p = 0.046

Table 3. Items from the motivation questionnaire that presented a significant difference (p ˂ 0.05) between the two learner
groups.

In the questionnaire items listed above, the first and second items reflect statements
probing participants’ integrative motivation toward learning Spanish. Both of these items
indicate a desire to learn the language for cultural and communicative gains, which fits general
expectations for language learners with higher levels of motivation. The third item provides a
description of what instructors may typically think of as a ‘good’ student, or learner (Rubin,
1975), in that it describes behaviors that would more typically be associated with a student who
wishes to improve his or her performance. This behavior contradicts the behavior that may be
more widely associated with students with lower motivation, who may be more likely not to
seek help or look to improve their performance.
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Table 4
Questionnaire items with marginally significant differences
Items indicating a marginally significant difference
If it were up to me whether or not to take Spanish, I would
definitely take it

p-value
p = 0.060

I plan to learn Spanish as much as possible

p = 0.066

Studying Spanish is important to me because it will allow me to
be more at ease with other people who speak Spanish

p = 0.065

I would rather spend my time on subjects other than Spanish

p = 0.066

Table 4. Items from the motivation questionnaire that presented a marginally significant difference (p ˂ 0.1) between the two
learner groups.

The questionnaire items listed in the “marginally significant” table also showed that the
fifth-semester FLSP 211 participants reported higher motivation than did their FLSP 202
counterparts for the first three items in the table. The fourth item, I would rather spend my
time on subjects other than Spanish, was subjected to reverse-scoring and showed higher
scores from the FLSP 202 participants. This outcome is expected because this group was
chosen to represent learners with lower motivation. Additionally, this group is enrolled in a
class required by the general education program for students pursuing a Bachelor of Arts
degree, so the participants in this group were not necessarily taking this Spanish class because
they want to be there.
Vowel Production Results
The present study measured participants’ target-like production of the Spanish by
determining the size of the vowel triangles produced from the two vowel production tasks. An
authentic production of these vowels would result in identical, or near-identical, vowel triangle
sizes for each of the production tasks, for vowels produced in isolation and within the target-
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language paragraph, because Spanish vowels are pronounced in the same way regardless of
their position within a word.
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Figure 6. Vowel space with superimposed triangle. This is a target-like Spanish vowel space with a triangle shape placed
between the vowels to show the size of the vowel space. The further apart the vowels are in the space, the bigger the resulting
triangle.

Figure 6 demonstrates the placement of a triangle-shaped vowel space that naturally
occurs with a native-like production of Spanish vowels, and it provides a visual representation
of the ideal vowel space under investigation. In order to determine the sizes of the vowel
triangles produced in this study, the sum of the distances from each of the vowel points to the
mean center point was calculated. Using this Euclidian distance, shown below in Figure 8, the
size of the vowel triangles was found, for individual participants’ vowel spaces and for
participants’ average vowel productions.
Figure 7, below, shows participants’ average vowel triangle sizes for both production
tasks compared with the target vowel space’s triangular shape. When compared to ideal
Spanish vowel space shown in Figure 6, it is clear that the participants in this study did not
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produce the L2 vowels authentically.

However, as will be discussed shortly, the vowels

produced in isolation are more target-like than the vowels produced within the target-language
paragraph.
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Figure 7. Vowel spaces with superimposed triangle. The vowel production points averaged across all participants for both vowel
production tasks. The vowel points do not conform to the Spanish vowel space as well as is shown in Figure 6.

In Figure 8, a pictorial description of the Euclidian distance calculations is shown, with
arrows indicating the distances from the center of the vowel space to each vowel data point.
Distances are shown for the average data points from the vowels produced within the
paragraphs.
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Figure 8. Euclidian distance calculation. The Euclidian distance calculated between the (0,0) center point and each vowel for
both production tasks allowed the researcher to measure the sizes of participants’ vowel triangles.

According to the Euclidian distances calculated in the data analysis section, the results
of the vowels produced within the Spanish paragraphs show that the participants’ productions
of these vowels are less target-like than their productions of the vowels produced in isolation,
as measured by vowel triangle size.
Next, results for participants’ vowel triangle sizes as separated by group are presented.
Figure 9 indicates for the sizes of the vowel triangles produced by participants in the different
groups, as measured by Z-scores. Z-scores were used as a unit of measurement for this
investigation because they allowed for the combination of male and female voices, which were
both present in the participant pool. Higher formant values received positive z-scores, and
lower formant values became negative z-scores.
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Figure 9. Vowel triangle size by group. Results found a significant effect of task (paragraph vowel production versus isolation
vowel production), with no significant effect of group, and no interaction.

The size of the two vowel triangles was examined using an ANOVA with group as the
between-subjects variable and task as the within-subjects variable. There was a significant
main effect for task, F(1, 8) = 32.77, p < .001, no significant effect for group, F(1,8) = .42, p =
.53, and no significant interaction, F(1, 8) = .16, p = .70. Descriptively, the fifth-semester FLSP
211 participants produced larger, more target-like vowel triangles for the vowels produced in
isolation than their fourth-semester counterparts, but both participant groups produced
similarly-sized vowel triangles for the vowels produced within the Spanish paragraph.
Vowels produced in the paragraphs
Data analysis found that participants produced less-target-like vowel spaces for the
paragraph vowel production task.

Figure 10 shows that the vowels produced within the

Spanish paragraphs, represented by the different shapes and averaged for each participant, are
closer to the (0,0) center point than are the vowels produced in isolation (presented in Figure
11). Because the paragraph vowels are closer to the center of the vowel space, it means that
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the vowels produced within the Spanish paragraphs were produced in a more lax manner,
demonstrating a non-target-like pronunciation of the L2 Spanish vowels. This also shows
influence from the participants’ L1 English (which uses a combination of lax and tense vowels),
in their production of the L2 (Schwegler, Kempff, & Ameal-Guerra, 2010).

The vowel

production data points for these vowels, seen below, do not resemble the triangular
distribution of the native Spanish vowels that was presented above.
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Figure 10. Vowels produced within the paragraphs. This figure shows the average F1 and F2 Z-score values for the vowels
produced within the Spanish paragraph. Vowels are differentiated by color and shape.

Many of the data points that appear to be most non-target-like are those for the
Spanish /u/. Because these outlying data points are found so much closer to the target /i/ data
points, this indicates the presence of /u/-fronting and diphthongization in the participants’ L2
vowel productions. /u/-fronting is when the /u/ is pronounced in a more forward position in
the mouth, such as in the stereotypical pronunciation of the word dude ([du::d]) by a
Californian surfer. Diphthongization of the Spanish /u/ results in a longer duration than is

45

typical in the target language, further indicating the L1 English influence on the participants’ L2
Spanish vowels.
Another frequent phonological phenomenon that occurred with participants’
productions of the Spanish /u/ was turning the sound into a diphthong. This occurs when the
/u/ sound is preceded by an /i/ as a semi-vowel. For example, a diphthongized /u/ is evident in
the pronunciation of the Spanish word universidad ([u-ni-βeɾ-si-ˈðað]) as [ʝu-nə-ˈvɜɾ-sɪ-dad],
with influence from the English cognate university. Like /u/-fronting, diphthongization also
results in a longer duration of the /u/ sound in Spanish. In the present study, one of the
participants exhibited strong influence from his L1 English in both of the vowel production
tasks, as is evident by the fronted placement of various purple data points in both the Spanish
paragraph data as well as the vowels produced in isolation.
Vowels produced in isolation
Figure 11, below, indicates the participants’ productions of the target-language vowels
produced in isolation. As is evident from the more uncrowded placement of the data points,
the data points for the vowels produced in isolation are found farther from the (0,0) center,
indicating that these vowels were produced in a tenser way, and thus are more target-like, than
the vowels produced in a non-isolation setting.
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Figure 11. Vowels produced in isolation. This figure shows the average F1 and F2 Z-score values for the vowels produced in
isolation. Vowels are differentiated by color and shape.

The participants’ more target-like production of the vowels in isolation is likely due to
the fact that they were asked to repeat the Spanish vowel sequence after the researcher, which
would have allowed them to be more focused on their production of the vowels. (See
Appendix D for a vowel chart containing both the paragraph vowels and isolation vowels
together.) When they read the Spanish paragraphs, participants were simply asked to read out
loud to the best of their ability, with no mention of the L2 vowels. The placement of the data
points for the vowels produced in isolation results in a larger vowel triangle, which is indicative
of a tenser pronunciation of the L2 Spanish vowels.
Motivation and Vowel Production Results
Results comparing participants’ reported motivation with their production of the L2
Spanish vowels reveal there is a significant correlation between individual participants’
reported motivation and vowel triangle size for each of the production tasks. The size of the
paragraph vowel triangle was strongly correlated with reported motivation, r(8) = .59, p < .05.
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The size of the isolation vowel triangle was even more strongly correlated with reported
motivation, r(8) = .68, p < .05.

Figures 12a and 12b indicate correlations for the vowels

produced within the Spanish paragraph, and for those produced in isolation, respectively, with
p ˂ .05 for both correlations.
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Figure 12a. Paragraph triangle size vs. Motivation. There is a significant positive correlation where r = 0.59 between
participants’ reported motivation and the size of the vowel triangles for vowels produced within the paragraphs.
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Figure 12b. Isolation vowel triangle size vs. Motivation. There is a significant positive correlation where r = 0.68 between
participants’ reported motivation and the size of the vowel triangles for vowels produced in isolation.
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It is evident that as reported participant motivation increases, so does the size of the
vowel triangle. Because a larger vowel triangle is indicative of a more authentic pronunciation
of the L2 Spanish vowels, these findings demonstrate that a higher reported motivation is
associated with a more target-like production of the L2 Spanish vowels. This correlation is
greatest with the vowels produced in isolation.
Previous Pronunciation Instruction Results
Of the ten total participants in the present study, six (60%) reported never having been
taught pronunciation in any of their Spanish classes. Of the four remaining participants, two
(20%) reported that one instructor (the same instructor was named by both of these
participants) did correct students’ Spanish, and the last two (20%) participants were unsure if
they had ever received pronunciation instruction. The two participants who were unsure about
their previous instruction recalled their instructors emphasizing the spoken stress on the
accents written for Spanish preterit endings, but did not mention any specific pronunciation
instruction.

Because the two unsure participants did not report specific pronunciation

instruction, only two participants in this study reported specifically having been taught L2
Spanish pronunciation in the past. The two participants who had received pronunciation
instruction previously recalled that the instructor would correct students’ pronunciation of
Spanish at the class level and the individual level; however, because the previous instruction
took place prior to this investigation and the researcher was not present at the time, it is
difficult to report completely authentic descriptions of the participants’ previous L2
pronunciation instruction.
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Given the third research question’s interest in determining whether participants had
previously received L2 pronunciation instruction, it was anticipated that participants who had
received previous instruction would produce more authentic L2 vowels than participants who
had never learned about Spanish pronunciation. These results are presented in Figure 13.
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Figure 13. Previous pronunciation instruction vs. Vowel triangle size. A comparison of participants’ average vowel triangles for
the vowel production tasks.

As is indicated by Figure 13, the two participants who reported having received previous
Spanish pronunciation instruction, represented by the checkered columns, did not produce
more authentic L2 vowels than the participants who had not received prior instruction, as
measured by vowel space. In fact, both of the participants with prior pronunciation instruction
produced smaller vowel spaces than their counterparts, indicating more influence from the L1.
In addition to commenting on any explicit pronunciation instruction they had received,
participants also mentioned that their teachers did not tend to focus on students’
pronunciation, instead choosing to focus more on topics such as grammar or culture. They also
commented that their professors gave additional grammar homework or in-class exercises, but
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no activities related to pronunciation. Participants named only one professor who actively
corrected and taught L2 Spanish pronunciation in class.

Chapter 5

DISCUSSION

Motivation
According to Gardner (2001), “motivation is a complex concept” (p. 6). Although no
significant difference was found in the levels of motivation reported by each of the two
participant groups, data analysis revealed significant correlations between individual
participants’ reported levels of motivation and the size of the vowels triangles produced for
each of the vowel production tasks.
The current motivation results do, however, present in the expected direction. The
likely reason for an insignificant difference in the motivation levels is the small number of
participants in the current study. If the study were to be replicated in the future with an
increased number of participants, it is expected that the difference in levels of motivation
among the two participant groups would be significant. Additionally, participants from the
fourth-semester FLSP 202 group were not screened prior to data collection to determine
whether they would continue taking Spanish beyond their graduation requirement.
This information was found later, after the motivation questionnaires had been
completed and data had been compiled for analysis. Data analysis found that 3 of the five
participants (60%) in the lower motivation group did intend to take additional Spanish courses.
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These participants’ preexisting motivation to continue to learn the L2 beyond the graduation
requirement may have contributed to the statistically insignificant difference between both
groups’ motivation levels, as participants who were already planning to continue with Spanish
might have reported higher motivation than the 2 participants who knew they would not
continue beyond the graduation requirement. Indeed, data shows that one of the participants
in the fourth-semester FLSP 202 group was majoring in Elementary Education with a minor in
Spanish and reported a higher level of motivation (116 points) than two of the five fifthsemester FLSP 211 participants (with scores of 113 points and 107 points).
Given that higher motivation was associated with more target-like vowel production, it
is possible to conclude that learner motivation is important for the acquisition of second
language phonology. This conclusion adds to Gardner’s (2007) and Liao’s (2006) findings that
increased levels of learner motivation resulted in higher language achievement (focusing mostly
on grammar and foreign language class grades) for learners of foreign languages. Gardner
(2007) noted that “motivation has a direct effect on language achievement” (p. 18), which is
supported by the motivation and vowel production results found in the present study. BleyVroman (1990) argued that adults do require a certain level of motivation if they intend to have
any success with language learning, an argument that is also supported by the significant,
positive correlations the present study found to exist between participant motivation and
target-like vowel production in the L2 Spanish.
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Vowel Production
The present study found that vowels produced during the isolation task were more
target-like, as measured by the size of the resulting vowel triangle. By comparison, the vowels
produced within the Spanish paragraphs resulted in smaller vowel triangles, with the targetlanguage vowels falling closer to the center of the Spanish vowel triangle (resembling vowel
placement from the L1, English) rather than along the outside of the space. Because Spanish
uses five tense vowels, each of the vowels falls along the outside of the vowel space. English,
however, uses ten to twelve vowels, half of which are produced in a tense manner and half in a
lax manner.
The smaller vowel triangles produced by the vowels read within the Spanish paragraph
support Schwelger, Kempff, and Ameal-Guerra’s (2010) findings that Spanish as a second
language is challenging for native speakers of English because of the combination of tense and
lax vowels in the learners’ native language. They note that often, L1 English learners of L2
Spanish will produce the target-language vowels with influence from the lax vowels used in the
L1 (Schwelger, Kempff, & Ameal-Guerra, 2010). These results also support other studies’
findings that learners tend to produce L2 sounds with influence from their L1 (Flege &
Hillenbrand, 1984; Zybert, 1997; Lee & Park 1999; Major, 2001). The present study’s findings
that the L1 English participants did not produce authentic L2 Spanish vowels supports the
claims of Bley-Vroman (1990) and Zybert (1997) that phonology, in general, is a difficult feature
of L2 grammar for learners to achieve fully.
This study revealed frequent /u/-fronting and diphthongization in participants’
productions of the L2. One possible reason participants exhibited these phenomena in their
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production of the L2 vowels is that the vowels were extracted from selected Spanish English
cognates. Cognates, words that share a similar meaning and are phonologically closer across
languages, are difficult for learners to produce because of the close proximity between the
native-language and target-language sounds (Flege & Hillenbrand, 1984; Zybert, 1997; Major,
2001). The evidence of /u/ diphthongization and fronting further support previous studies’
findings that L1 English speakers have difficulty with the production of L2 Spanish vowels
(Schwelger, Kempff, & Ameal-Guerra, 2010; Stevens, 2011).
Future work building on this study could include a study abroad group of participants, in
an attempt to corroborate findings from various studies investigating study abroad and the
acquisition of L2 Spanish vowels (Stevens 2000; 2011). When L1 English-L2 Spanish learners
study abroad in a Spanish-speaking country, they may be better able to acquire the targetlanguage phonology, as well as improve the production of their L2 Spanish vowels (Stevens,
2000; 2001). With study abroad as a factor determining the participant groups, data analysis
would include a linear mixed effects model with speaker as a random effect and condition as a
fixed effect. This will allow for random variation among the participants, and will also allow for
the inclusion of various facts about the participants, such as age of acquisition of the L2 and the
number of years they have been studying Spanish.
Previous Pronunciation Instruction
The fact that only two of the ten participants (20%) in the present study reported that
they had had their pronunciation corrected by a professor in a Spanish class speaks to the lack
of pronunciation instruction in foreign language classrooms. Previous research in foreign
language instruction, and second language acquisition, has found that pronunciation and
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phonology is rarely addressed in language classrooms (Hammond, 1990; Zybert, 1997;
DeKeyser, 2005; Derwing & Munro, 2005). This is true both for students learning the language,
as well as teachers who are being trained in language teaching. Many studies (Eisenstein, 1983;
Zybert, 1997; Derwing & Munro, 2005) have argued for increased phonological training of
foreign language teachers so that they would be better prepared to teach L2 phonology and
pronunciation to their students.
It is interesting to note that the course syllabus for the fifth-semester FLSP 211 class
offered at the university where data was collected states that the course is one of
“conversational practice” and that it will includes drills “in the correct pronunciation,
articulation, and intonation” (Intermediate Spanish Conversation, 2015). However, the two
participants who reported having previous pronunciation instruction were enrolled in the
fourth-semester FLSP 202 class; none of the fifth-semester participants reported any prior
pronunciation instruction in the target language.
Results from participants’ previous pronunciation instruction found that the two
participants who had received Spanish pronunciation instruction prior to participating in this
investigation did not produce the L2 vowels more authentically than the other participants. In
fact, these participants produced smaller vowel spaces than the participants who had never
received previous pronunciation instruction. Because the researcher was not present at the
time that the two participants received the prior instruction they reported, it is not possible to
report exactly what kind of instruction they received, or why they may have received it. It is
possible that they struggled more with the L2 phonology than did their peers, that the amount
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of instruction they received was insufficient or began too late in their learning process, or that
this instruction did not focus specifically on the Spanish vowels.
However, it is possible that because they began learning the L2 after puberty (one of the
two began learning Spanish at the age of 16, but the other did not report an age of acquisition),
these participants had already missed the critical period for phonological acquisition that has
been proposed by various researchers (e.g. Bley-Vroman, 1990; Bongaerts, et al., 1995;
Patkowski, 1994). Although one participant reported an age of acquisition of 8 years old, an
age which falls within the critical period for the acquisition of an L2 phonology, this participant
did not perform more authentically than the seven participants who did not report receiving
prior pronunciation instruction, he did produce a larger vowel space than the two participants
who did report previous pronunciation instruction, for both of the vowel production tasks.
Although pronunciation instruction is simply one part of a larger combination of units
that comes together to teach language learners about their L2’s phonological system, when it is
excluded, in part or in sum, from language instruction, learners suffer in their production of the
target language (Derwing & Munro, 2005).

Chapter 6

CONCLUSION

The present study aimed to determine whether or not there was a relationship between
learner motivation and the production of L2 Spanish vowels. It also aimed to ascertain if there
was a difference in the level of self-reported learner motivation in the two different participant
groups used in the study. Given the results found in the present study, it is now possible to
answer these questions.
Results have shown that higher reported motivated is, in fact, associated with the
production of tenser, more native-like L2 Spanish vowels by adult L1 English learners, as
indicated by a larger vowel space. Results revealed there was a significant correlation between
the reported motivation of individual participants and the size of the vowel triangle for each of
the vowel production tasks. These results provided evidence that as reported motivation
increases, so does the size of the resulting vowel triangle. Participants produced a larger vowel
triangle for the vowels produced in isolation than for the vowels produced within the
paragraph. Since a larger vowel triangle is indicative of a tenser, more target-like production of
the L2 Spanish vowels, these results indicate that higher motivation is associated with a more
authentic production of the target-language vowels.
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The motivation results reported for the present study did not indicate a significant
difference in the levels of motivation between the two motivation groups. These results
indicate that while the students who were enrolled in the fifth-semester FLSP 211 course chose
to take the course rather than being required to take it in order to fulfill a graduation
requirement, these participants did not report significantly higher motivation than their fourthsemester counterparts.

Interestingly, however, two of the fourth-semester FLSP 202

participants, who were enrolled in a Spanish class required for their Bachelor of Arts degree,
were planning to keep taking Spanish past the graduation requirement. Two others were
“unsure” about continuing to take Spanish, although one of these participants noted that they
were unsure but would probably continue on to upper-level classes. This indicates that while
they were enrolled in the lower-level class, they may have been more like the upper-level
participants in terms of motivation to study Spanish as an L2. However, despite the nonstatistically significant levels of motivation for the two participant groups, these results did
present in the expected direction, and one would expect a replication study with an increased
number of participants to find a significant difference between each group’s reported
motivation. Further analysis of the individual motivation questionnaire items revealed that the
fifth-semester participants reported significantly higher motivation for some of the items,
which further supports the results presenting in the anticipated direction.
If the present study were to be replicated in the future, there are a few limitations that
should be addressed. Primarily, more participants should be included in the study, for each of
the participant groups.

An increased number of participants will likely yield significant

motivation results, based on the findings from the present study. It would be beneficial for any
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replications of this study to utilize a more cautious process for the selection of participants in
order to create participant groups based on their intention to continue to study Spanish past
the general education requirement. This modification would provide a better way to determine
participant motivation, rather than simply relying on their current class placement.
Additionally, the motivation questionnaire should be redesigned to eliminate the questions that
proved irrelevant to the study. Finally, the data collection section might also include a semistructured interview during which participants are asked about their language use for the L1
English and the L2 Spanish, as well as including the follow-up questions that were posed to
participants in this investigation after they had completed the vowel production tasks and
motivation questionnaire.
Future Directions
The present study was motivated by a gap in the literature of research investigating the
relationship between the acquisition of L2 phonology and motivation. Considering the data
collection and results reported in the current study, a few possible directions for future
research have become apparent.
The first expansion of the present study would be to investigate the relationship
between learners’ self-reported motivation and the duration of the L2 Spanish vowels produced
by participants. Such a study would expand on Stevens (2011), which investigated the influence
of study abroad in Spain on L1 English-L2 Spanish learners. Because the participants’ vowels
have already been tagged for this investigation, vowel duration could easily be extracted from
the existing data for a future study. A possible hypothesis for this future study would be that
more motivated learners would produce L2 Spanish vowels with a shorter duration, indicating a

60

more target-like production of the L2 Spanish vowels, than learners who report lower
motivation.
A second expansion would be to change the participant groups to include a group of
study abroad participants and a group of at-home participants. Participants would all complete
a motivation questionnaire in order to determine if those in the study abroad group are more
motivated than their at-home counterparts, and this study would maintain an investigation of
the production of L2 Spanish vowels in selected Spanish-English cognates. Results would
indicate whether the context of learning influences learners’ productions of the L2 Spanish
vowels, with a hypothesis that participants who experienced a study abroad program would
produce tenser, more target-like L2 Spanish vowels than participants who stayed in a domestic
setting.
In conclusion, further research investigating the relationship between learner
motivation and the acquisition of L2 phonology is an important and necessary component of
the field of SLA, due to the lack of current work providing information on the subject. The
present study has found that higher reported motivation is associated with a more target-like
production of the L2 Spanish vowels. Consequently, it presents a strong starting point for
future research, as well as providing more concrete information about the relationship
between motivation and the acquisition of L2 phonology, a currently understudied area in L2
research.
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Spanish Pronunciation Study
Consent form for adults (age 18 and older)
I agree to participate in the research project titled Learning Spanish Pronunciation being conducted by
Karen Lichtman and Marion Gibney-Desmaison at Northern Illinois University. I have been informed that
the purpose of the study is to understand different aspects of how college students learn Spanish
pronunciation.
I understand that if I agree to participate in this study, I will be asked to fill out a questionnaire, read a
paragraph in Spanish, and repeat Spanish sounds. The total study will take less than 1 hour.
I am aware that my participation is voluntary and may be withdrawn at any time without penalty or
prejudice, and that if I have any additional questions concerning this study, I may contact Karen
Lichtman at (815) 753-6443 or klichtman@niu.edu. I understand that if I wish further information
regarding my rights as a research subject, I may contact the Office of Research Compliance at Northern
Illinois University at (815) 753-8588.
I understand that the benefit of this study to me is gaining knowledge about Spanish pronunciation, and
the possible benefits for society include improving our understanding of how people learn to pronounce
a foreign language, and developing better pronunciation teaching methods.
I have been informed that potential risks and/or discomforts I could experience during this study are no
greater than the risks of everyday life (boredom, etc.) I understand that all information gathered during
this experiment will be kept confidential by identifying my records by a subject number rather than by
name, and by storing data such that only the researchers have access to it.
I understand that my consent to participate in this project does not constitute a waiver of any legal
rights or redress I might have as a result of my participation, and I acknowledge that I have received a
copy of this consent form.
__________________________________________________________________
Signature of Subject

Date

I also agree to be audio-recorded as part of this research.
__________________________________________________________________
Signature of Subject

Date
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Language background form and Motivation questionnaire
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Questionnaire
Please fill out this survey independently and honestly. Your answers are not associated with your
name, and your identity will remain anonymous.
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Part One

Please fill out the following background information as accurately as possible.
1. Gender:

_____________Male

2. Age:

______________

_____________Female

3. Do you intend to take Spanish beyond level 202?
a. ______ Yes

______ Unsure/Undecided

______ No

4. What is your first language? ___________________________________________________
5. What is your parents’ first language? ___________________________________________________
6. What language do you speak most often at home?
___________________________________________________
7. In which country were you born? _______________________________________________
8. Are you or your parents native speakers of Spanish?

______ Yes

_______ No

a. If so, who? _______________________________
9. How long have you lived in the United States? ___________________________________________________
10. In which country were your parents born? ___________________________________________________
11. What is your major at NIU? ___________________________________________________
12. What is your minor at NIU (if applicable)? ___________________________________________________
13. Which Spanish class are you currently taking at NIU? ______________________________________________
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Part Two
Please circle your answers to rank the following statements honestly from 1-4 according to the
following scale:

1 = strongly disagree

2 = disagree

3 = agree

4 = strongly agree

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------1. I get nervous and/or confused when I am
speaking Spanish in my Spanish class.

1

2

3

4

2. Compared to my other courses, I like
Spanish the most.

1

2

3

4

3. Studying Spanish is important for me
because I will be able to participate more
freely in the activities of other cultural
groups.

1

2

3

4

4. I actively think about what I have learned
in my Spanish class.

1

2

3

4

5. If there were a local Spanish T.V. station, I
would turn it on occasionally.

1

2

3

4

6. If it were up to me whether or not to take
Spanish, I would definitely take it.

1

2

3

4

7. Studying Spanish is important for me
because it will enable me to better
understand and appreciate Hispanic art
and literature.

1

2

3

4

8. I love learning Spanish.

1

2

3

4

9. When I hear a Spanish song on the radio, I
listen carefully and try to understand all
the words.

1

2

3

4

10. I never feel sure of myself when I am
speaking in my Spanish class.

1

2

3

4

70

1 = strongly disagree

2 = disagree

3 = agree

4 = strongly agree

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------11. I would study a foreign language in school
even if it were not required.

1

2

3

4

12. I think that learning Spanish is boring.

1

2

3

4

13. Studying Spanish is important for me
because it will allow me to meet and
converse with more people.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

15. After I get my Spanish assignments back, I
just throw them in my book or my folder
and forget about them.

1

2

3

4

16. Considering how I study Spanish, I can
honestly say that I really try to learn
Spanish.

1

2

3

4

17. During Spanish class, I would like to have
as much English spoken as possible.

1

2

3

4

18. Studying Spanish is important for me
because I’ll need it in my future career.

1

2

3

4

19. Considering how I study Spanish, I can
honestly say that I will pass the class on
the basis of sheer luck or intelligence,
because I do very little work.

1

2

3

4

20. I wish I could read newspapers and
magazines in another language.

1

2

3

4

21. I plan to learn Spanish as much as possible.

1

2

3

4

14. I hate Spanish.
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1 = strongly disagree

2 = disagree

3 = agree

4 = strongly agree

22. Studying Spanish is important to me
because I think it will someday be useful in
getting a good job.

1

2

3

4

23. If my teacher wanted someone to do an
extra Spanish assignment, I would
definitely volunteer.

1

2

3

4

24. If I had the opportunity and knew enough
Spanish, I would read Spanish magazines
and newspapers as often as I could.

1

2

3

4

25. Studying Spanish is important to me
because it will allow me to be more at ease
with other people who speak Spanish.

1

2

3

4

26. If I had the opportunity to speak Spanish
outside of school, I would never speak it.

1

2

3

4

27. If there were Spanish-speaking families in
my neighborhood, I would speak Spanish
with them as much as possible.

1

2

3

4

28. I would rather spend my time on subjects
other than Spanish.

1

2

3

4

29. I always feel that the other students speak
better Spanish than I do.

1

2

3

4

30. Spanish is an important part of the
university’s gen-ed program.

1

2

3

4

31. It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in
my Spanish class.

1

2

3

4
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1 = strongly disagree

2 = disagree

3 = agree

4 = strongly agree

32. When it comes to Spanish homework, I
work very carefully, making sure I
understand everything.

1

2

3

4

33. I am afraid the other students will laugh at
me when I speak Spanish.

1

2

3

4

34. Learning Spanish is a waste of time.

1

2

3

4

35. I wish I could speak another language
perfectly.

1

2

3

4

36. If I were visiting a foreign country I would
like to be able to speak the language of the
people.

1

2

3

4

37. Studying Spanish is important for me
because other people will respect me more
if I know a foreign language.

1

2

3

4

38. When I have a problems understanding
something we are learning in Spanish class,
I immediately ask the teacher for help.

1

2

3

4

39. I enjoy learning Spanish.

1

2

3

4

40. Studying a foreign language is an enjoyable
experience.

1

2

3

4

41. I would like to learn a lot of foreign
languages.

1

2

3

4

42. Learning Spanish is great.

1

2

3

4

43. Studying Spanish is important for me
because it will make me a more
knowledgeable person.

1

2

3

4

73

1 = strongly disagree

2 = disagree

44. Considering how I study Spanish, I can
honestly say that I do just enough work
to get along.

3 = agree

4 = strongly agree

1

3

2

4
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Target-language paragraphs
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¡Hola! Soy María. Soy estudiante y tengo muchos intereses. Mi color favorito es el
amarillo y me deporte favorito es la natación. Nado todo el tiempo. Mi familia es bastante
grande – mi padre es dentista. A él le gustan los dientes. Es inteligente, moreno, activo y
guapo. Mi madre es médica, y en la universidad estudió mucho la anatomía y la biología. Pasa
mucho de su tiempo en el laboratorio cuando no está en casa. Mis hermanas son gemelas pero
no tienen nada en común menos su cumpleaños. Nacieron en agosto, pero yo nací en febrero y
mi hermano nació en mayo. Mi hermano escucha mucha música. Es muy simpático, como los
demás en mi familia. Nos gusta ir de vacaciones porque nos gusta ser turistas en países
extranjeros. En nuestro mapa, ponemos una equis encima de cada ciudad que hemos visitado.
Acabo de empezar mis estudios universitarios en México. Tengo ganas de conocer a la
gente aquí y sé que voy a aprender mucho. Estudio la historia, pero tengo muchas clases de
otros sujetos también. No me gusta tanto la clase de matemáticas. Aparte de la historia, mi
clase favorita es la clase de literatura porque me gusta leer. El libro que usamos se trata de la
famosa revolución mexicana. El profesor de la clase es cubano y nos habla mucho de su
cultura. Sé que me voy a disfrutar este semestre, aunque no estaré con mi familia. Les voy a
llamar mucho por teléfono – es algo bastante básico pero podré oír sus voces a pesar de no
verles. ¡Adiós!
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Figure 14. Combined paragraph and isolation vowels. This chart depicts participants’ paragraph vowel productions and
isolation vowel productions within the same chart. There are two outlying data points for the /u/ productions – one for
each of the tasks. These outliers were produced by the same participant, who exhibited strong /u/-fronting and
diphthongization throughout the process of data collection.

